Blended language program evaluation can be situated at the crossroads of blended language learning, evaluation of educational technology, and program evaluation. In this chapter, our aim is to introduce each of these areas in a way that provides historical context, highlights key concepts, and seeks a synergy among the three areas that can inform blended language program evaluation.
Blended language learning
Blended language learning is a relatively young area, and its roots can be found in a range of work dealing with the use of educational technology for the purposes of learning an additional language that is widely known as Computer-Assisted Language Learning, or CALL (Davies, Otto, & Rüschoff, 2012) . Recent prominent books in CALL include those by Chapelle (2001a) ; Levy and Stockwell (2006); Stockwell (2012) ; Thomas, Reinders, and Warschauer (2012); and Walker and White (2013) . Specialists in CALL regularly publish their research in journals that include Language Learning & Technology, Computer Assisted Language Learning, ReCALL, and CALICO Journal . The trajectory of CALL has traditionally moved in tandem with pedagogical trends in the larger field of applied linguistics that were grounded in behaviorist, cognitive, and social views of language learning (Chapelle, 2001a) . Behaviorist perspectives, which highlighted the rote learning of grammar and vocabulary as central to success, saw computers as 'patient tutors' that delivered material to students to enhance memorization. Cognitive views of language learning were enacted through the use of computer applications that allowed for the practice of learning strategies to develop key skills in language. Many CALL specialists now underpin their work with social views of language acquisition that promote the use of technology to enable purposeful interaction between learners and computers, and learners and their peers in projects that may involve a range of global partners (Thomas et al., 2012) .
As social views of CALL were increasing and technology became more commonplace, Bax (2003) promoted a view that 'normalisation' should be a central goal of CALL. To provide context for his argument, Bax (2003) saw that trends in technology use could be divided into three general categories: Restricted, Open, and Integrated CALL. In the first two approaches, the use of technology appears to have been promoted ahead of learner needs such that entire lessons were devoted solely to computer-based activities. In Integrated CALL, learner needs are highlighted and technology forms a small part of lessons. Ideally, Bax (2003) argued, technology should 'disappear' into language teaching and learning and thus be no more distinguished than everyday items like pencil and paper.
As computers became more commonplace, Garrett (2009) defined CALL as 'the full integration of technology in language learning' that could be understood within 'a dynamic complex in which technology, theory, and pedagogy are inseparably interwoven' (pp. 719-720). Increasingly then, distinctions between language teaching approaches that use, or do not use, technology are meaningless (Chapelle, 2010 (Chapelle, , 2014 ; as Bax (2003) predicted, technology did indeed rise, but is disappearing into the language curriculum. A key challenge now, according to Oxford and Jung (2006) , is to change approaches to language teacher education and TESOL programs themselves in ways that would align practices with prevailing US national guidelines for technology integration.
What holds back such deep integration? According to Bax (2003) , one barrier to integration is that language educators tend to be either in 'awe' or 'fear' of technology. If language teachers are in awe, they tend to see technology as a powerful agent that alone can change an otherwise staid curriculum; if in fear, teachers tend to remain hesitant to use technology in ways that are productive with learners. Similarly, Oxford and Jung (2006) found that instructor attitudes, a lack of experience with technology, and poor technological infrastructure was holding back integration. To encourage normalization, and thus foster the dissemination of technology in language education, Chambers and Bax (2006) set out three reasons to promote integration as a central goal of CALL. First, they argued, the concept of normalization allows CALL specialists to make use of a wider range of literature concerned with educational
